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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-25 are reiected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jones et al (hereinafter Jones, US PAT 5797.133) in view of DeFrancesco et al 
(hereinafter DeFrancesco, US PAT 5,878,403). 

Re Claim 1: Jones discloses an electronic method for locating financial card 
offers comprising: 

• Storing in at least one database financial card data for participating 
financial card offers, comprising terms for at least one financial card 
offer from a participating financial institution (Column 3, lines 4-21 and 
Column 5 lines 15-18) 

• Providing selection criteria associated with said financial card data 
from a participating financial institutions associated with said financial 
card data from each of said participating financial institution (Column 5, 
lines 15-18) 

• Prompting a user for application data for use in assigning a rating to 
said user to locate financial card offers for said user (Column 3, lines 
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9-10; Column 5 lines 29-47; Column 6 lines 21-25 "includes a score 
relating to the credit worthiness of the potential borrower.") 

• Analyzing said application data provided by said user and assigning a 
rating to said user based on said analyzing of said application data 
(Column 5, line 66-Column 6 line 28) 

• Locating financial card offers for said user by comparing said rating of 
said user with said selection criteria of said financial card data for said 
participating financial institution (Column 6, lines 29-49) 

• Presenting to said user for review said financial card offers located for 
said user by comparing rating of said user with said selection criteria of 
said financial card data for said participating financial institution 
(Column 6, line 64-Column 7 line 37) 

Jones does not explicitly disclose wherein the user is a computer user and 
wherein the offers are submitted to a plurality of different financial institutions. 
DeFrancesco discloses a computer implemented automated credit application analysis 
and decision routing system wherein a user is a computer user inputs application data 
that is foHA/arded to funding sources for a decision (See abstract). Furthermore 
DeFrancesco discloses wherein the application data is forwarded to one or more banks 
as directed by the user (Column 7, lines 51-53), in a technique referred to as 
shotgunning (Column 10, lines 59-60). It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings of DeFrancesco to the method of Jones 
so that a user of the system could quickly and efficiently submit application data to a 
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plurality of potential loan providers. This would allow the user to assess a variety of 
offers and allow them to choose the best available terms. 

Re Claim 2: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed method supra, 
but does not explicitly disclose the step further comprising sending said computer user a 
financial card in accordance with an accepted financial card offer. However, Jones 
does disclose that the method can be used for other information involving credit 
(Column 8, lines 24-26). Official Notice is taken that credit offers were well known in the 
art to include financial cards such as credit cards. It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include this step so that users could utilize the 
system to obtain a financial card. Furthermore the step of sending this card, if approved 
would have been obvious so that the user could take use the card at relevant 
merchants. 

Re Claim 3: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed method supra 
and Jones further discloses wherein said rating is a financial risk rating (Column 6, lines 
21-25) 

Re Claim 4: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed method supra 
and DeFrancesco further discloses wherien said participating financial institutions 
modify said financial card data (Column 8, lines 31-35). 

Re Claim 5: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed method supra 
and Jones further discloses the step of uploading said modified financial card data 
(Column 3, lines 22-26; "providing information regarding the lender's current interest 
rates to a remote location.") 
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Re Claim 6: As described in previously rejected claim 1-5, Jones and 
DeFrancesco disclose the steps of defining terms for financial cards, obtaining 
application data for a use in providing a rating for the applicant to locate offers 
according to selection criteria at a plurality of institutions, providing a rating of said 
applicant, locating offers to present to the applicant by comparing rating data with 
selection criteria and presenting offers to applicant. 

Furthermore DeFrancesco discloses 

• Creating a public network site said site associated with an indentifier 
for accessing said site (Column 5, line 61-Column 6 line 2, Column 6 
lines 17-20,26-31; Ref 104) 

• Obtaining application data for a financial card applicant accessing said 
site using said identifier (Column 5, line 61-Column 6 line 2, Column 6 
lines 17-20,26-31) 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the arts to further 
include the steps of creating a network site for accessing application data to provide the 
user with an fast and efficient way to access and research information and assess 
potential credit card offers that they may or may not be eligible. 

Re Claim 7: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed method supra 
and DeFrancesco further discloses sending information regarding said applicant to a 
participating financial institution sponsoring said offer accepted by said applicant 
(Column 9, lines 24-27; lines 5-12) 
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Re Claim 8: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed method supra, 
but does not explicitly disclose the step further comprising sending said computer user a 
financial card in accordance with an accepted financial card offer. However, Jones 
does disclose that the method can be used for other information involving credit 
(Column 8, lines 24-26). Official Notice is taken that credit offers were well known in the 
art to include financial cards such as credit cards. It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include this step so that users could utilize the 
system to obtain a financial card. Furthermore the step of sending this card, if approved 
would have been obvious so that the user could take use the card at relevant 
merchants. 

Re Claim 9: Further system claim would have been obvious in order to perform 
the previously rejected method claim 6 and is therefore rejected using the same art and 
rationale. 

Re Claim 10: Further system claim would have been obvious in order to perform 
the previously rejected niethod claim 1 and is therefore rejected using the same art and 
rationale. 

Re Claim 11: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed system supra 
and Jones further discloses wherein said application data comprises the applicant's 
name, telephone number, home address, e-mail address, income, other assets and 
liabilities and bank account numbers (C5 lines 36-40). 

Re Claim 12: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed system supra 
and Jones further discloses wherein said at least one financial offering for said applicant 
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is located in accordance with a grading system process (Column 5 line 66-Column 6 
line 28). 

Re Claim 13: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed system supra 
and Jones further discloses wherein said grading system process assigns a grade/score 
to the applicant using the application data and credit history data and uses the 
grade/score to search each participating financial institutions selection criteria to locate 
the appropriate financial offerings (Column 6, lines 29-49) 

Re Claim 14: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed system supra 
and Jones further discloses wherein each financial institution's selection criteria are 
organized as a matrix associating financial offering data with a minimum grade/score 
combination (Column 6, lines 29-49 "table of score ranges obtained by the lender.") 

Re Claim 15: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed system supra 
but does not explicitly disclose the step wherein each of said at least one financial 
offering is presented to the applicant in a single computer display. Jones does however 
disclose displaying the offer(s) to a customer in a hard copy format (Column 7, lines 1- 
8). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include this step 
to the disclosure of Jones in view of DeFrancesco so that a customer can, in real-time, 
access the results of their application from a computer such as the one described in 
DeFrancesco. This improves the efficiency of the entire system in that a customer need 
not wait to be mailed results. 

Re Claim 16: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed system supra 
and Jones further discloses wherein said at least one financial offering is presented in 
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the form of a menu comprising a summary of said at least one financial offering from 
which the applicant may make a selection to review the details of the financial offering 
(Column 7, lines 1-8) 

Re Claim 17: Jones in view of DeFrancesco discloses the claimed system supra 
but does not explicitly disclose wherein said at least one financial offering is a credit 
card offering. However, Jones does disclose that the method can be used for other 
information involving credit (Column 8, lines 24-26). Official Notice is taken that credit 
offers were well known in the art to include financial cards such as credit cards. It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include this step so that 
users could utilize the system to obtain a financial card. Furthermore the step of 
sending this card, if approved would have been obvious so that the user could take use 
the card at relevant merchants. 

Re Claim 18: Jones discloses a method for presenting financial offerings 
comprising: 

• Obtaining financial institution data comprising financial institution selection 
criteria and financial offering data for participating financial institutions, 
wherein said financial institution selection criteria comprises financial risk 
ratings associated with financial offerings (Column 3, lines 4-21 and 
Column 5 lines 15-18) 

• Storing. said financial institution data in a first database (Column 5, lines 
15-18) 
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• Prompting an applicant for application data for use in assigning a financial 
risk rating to said applicant to locate financial offerings for said applicant 
(Column 5, lines 29-47) 

• Obtaining from said second database credit history data for said applicant 
in accordance with said application data (Column 5 line 66-Column 6 line 
28) 

• Assigning a financial risk rating to said applicant in accordance with said 
credit history from said second database (Column 6, lines 21-26) 

• Selecting from said financial institution data for participating financial 
institutions financial offerings in accordance with said financial risk rating 
and said financial institution selection criteria for participating financial 
institutions (Column 6, lines 29-49) 

• Presenting to said applicant for review selected financial offerings 
(Column 6 line 64-Column 7 line 8) 

Jones does not explicitly disclose wherein the user is a computer user and 
wherein the offers are submitted to a plurality of different financial institutions. 
DeFrancesco discloses a computer implemented automated credit application analysis 
and decision routing system wherein a user is a computer user inputs application data 
that is foHA/arded to funding sources for a decision (See abstract). Furthermore 
DeFrancesco discloses wherein the application data is forwarded to one or more banks 
as directed by the user (Column 7, lines 51-53), in a technique referred to as 
shotgunning (Column 10, lines 59-60). It would have been obvious to a person of 
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ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings of DeFrancesco to the nnethod of Jones 
so that a user of the system could quickly and efficiently submit application data to a 
plurality of potential loan providers. This would allow the user to assess a variety of 
offers and allow them to choose the best available terms. 

Re Claims 19-25: Further method claims would have been obvious from the 
previously rejected system claims 11-17 and are therefore rejected using the same art 
and rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-25 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Timothy M. Harbeck whose telephone number is 571- 
272-8123. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Chilcot can be reached on 571-272-6777. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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